Alternatives to Profiling in Preventing School Violence


December 1, 1997, Michael Carneal, a freshman in West Paducah, Kentucky opened fire on his classmates, killing three and wounding five.  One year later, on March 5, 1998, Mitchell Woodward shot and killed five classmates and wounded eleven in Jonesboro, Arkansas.  Just one year after that, Eric Harris and Dylan Kleibold committed the most heinous act of school violence in United States History in Littleton, Colorado.  There, in Columbine High School, Harris and Kleibold killed twelve students, a teacher and later took their own lives.  Random acts of school violence seemed to spread across the nation undetected, and protecting no one.  


 These events occurred only a few years ago, and it is important for college students to recognize the issue of school violence as a problem that must not go unnoticed.  While for the most part, college campuses are isolated from the incidents of violence that engulf many high schools and middle schools, it is possible that college students could be indirectly affected by school tragedies.  For example, one may have a friend whose sister was in a shooting, or a cousin whose school was on lock down.  Furthermore, there may come a day when one’s own child will be at school desperately hiding from another angry classmate.  For these reasons, it is important to address school violence as a significant problem and institute methods of prevention.


Following the shootings in West Paducah, Kentucky, Jonesboro, Arkansas, and Littleton, Colorado, many people began searching for similarities between all three incidents.  Among these similarities were certain characteristics possessed by the shooters.  Michael Carneal, the shooter in West Paducah was “fed up with school, parents not paying attention and nobody caring about him,” according to his defense psychologist Dewey Cornwell (Malone 80).  In Jonesboro, Arkansas, Mitchell Woodard was described as angry, and had a long list of past incidents of trouble (Malone 80).  Later, in Littleton Colorado, Eric Harris and Dylan Kleibold were also social outcasts, who were constantly teased, and therefor very angry and filled with rage (Malone 80).   These common characteristics shared between shooters have led many educators and lawmakers to profile potentially violent students.  Many educators have used a checklist provided by the National School Safety Center, which consists of characteristics of students who would be likely to commit an act of violence (NSSC). Such characteristics include, displaying antisocial behavior, having a history of bullying, or being bullied, and preferring read or watch material containing violence.  In many cases, students possessing these traits have been suspended, and forced to attend personality changing counseling sessions.  Is this truly a good solution in preventing school violence?  Many people have disagreed.  So what are the alternatives?  Alternatives to profiling can be divided up into three approaches including the educator’s approach, the parental approach and the legislative approach.


The educator’s approach to preventing school violence is aimed at using school personnel as a positive way to combat school violence.  Educators share two different ways to prevent school violence, including pairing students with community involvement and reducing school sizes. First, many educators see families and communities as the “root” cause of violence in schools (Casella 349).  The belief is that school violence may be decreased by increasing school involvement with communities.  So, in an effort to prevent school violence, many schools have formed strong alliances with communities.  Their main purpose is to let students know that within the community in which they learn, there are people who care about them, and want to help them with any problems they may have.  In New York City, community alliances within schools demonstrate a strong local commitment to, “the formation of partnerships among a community based organization, and a nonprofit organization with a demonstrated commitment to expertise in developing education programs or providing educational services to students. The city had also promoted, “a local law enforcement agency or any combination thereof and a high level of youth participation in such projects or activities” (Casella 349).  Likewise, in 1999, at Brandon High School in New York, the town’s people of the city of Brandon formed a support group for students made up of volunteers, and many people who had been affected by school violence in the past.  The group even held a meeting which was named, the Community Town Meeting to Re- Invest in Our Youth.  Among the topics discussed were youth and police relationships organizing evening social activities for youth and creating supportive services for youth during and after school (Casella 349).  The project coordinator expressed how great it was to see that, “people could come together in a joint effort to rid our schools of violence” (Casella).


The second argument that educators make is that schools need to be smaller in order for the threat of school violence to dwindle.  James Garbarino, director of the Family Life Development Center and professor of human development at Cornell University stated, “If I could do one single thing to prevent violence, it would be to ensure that teenagers are not in a high school bigger than four to five hundred students.  If you want safe schools, get schooling down to size” (Klonsky 65).  According to the 1999 report by the National Center for Education Statistics, schools with over one thousand students are eight times more likely to report violence incidents than schools with three hundred or less students (Klonsky 65). In his article, “How Smaller Schools Prevent School Violence,” Mitchell Klonsky reports the success that one school in Rhode Island has had in having a low enrollment.  At Perspectives High School in Providence, Rhode Island, the main purpose of having smaller schools it to increase the visibility of each student.  With an enrollment of less than four hundred, teachers are responsible for fourteen students, which allows teacher to know their students better.  As a result, the school has experienced one -eighteenth the rate of suspensions regarding violence as other schools in Providence (Klonsky 65). Both involving communities and cutting school size down are much more positive alternatives to profiling in the attempt to prevent school violence, and seem to be working.


Those seeking the parental approach believe parents should practice positive parenting techniques and need to be more involved in the lives of their children.  According to Carolyn Pereia from the Educational Resources Information Center, parents should do two things when raising their children to let them know they are cared for.  First, parents need to recognize positive accomplishments in their children.  Pereia suggests, “Kids need to know they’re on the right track” (Pereia 1).  Second, parents should have high expectations of their kids academically and socially.  Pereia states, “If key people in a child’s environment give clear and constant signals that violence is not the norm, children will be more likely to develop anti-violent patterns of behavior” (Pereia 1).    

Similarly, in the article, “School Violence- Family Responsibility”, Patricia Neufeld conducted an experiment proving that parent involvement reduces aggression that would cause a student to become violent.  The experiment concluded that parental involvement was positively correlated with positive student attitudes towards schools and negatively correlated with problem behaviors such as school violence and aggression (Neufeld 207).  The purpose of parents being more involved is to become more familiar with the feelings of their kids. Parents who are more aware of how their kids feel about school can help them to solve the problems that they may be facing before they become violent (Neufeld 207).  Second, a child whose parents are more available is less likely to hold resentment towards their parents, and take their aggression out on classmates when they get to school (Neufeld 207).  Overall, parents need to be more involved in their kids’ lives to become familiar with how their kids feel, and to decrease the animosity that their kids feel towards them, so that the anger is not brought to school.


Finally, the legislative approach is aimed at providing funding to schools to prevent violence, and impending tougher gun laws.   In his article, “Where the Policy Meets the Pavement: Stages of Public Involvement in the Prevention of School Violence,” Ronnie Casella suggests that schools need to implement programs aimed at preventing violence, however, they do not have the money in their budgets to do so. Casella reports, that there should be more laws such as President Clinton’s Gun Free Schools Act.  The law mandates that schools enact a zero tolerance policy in regards to firearms, and if the schools do not, then their funding will be confiscated. The purpose of establishing more laws such as the one above is to give schools initiatives to prevent school violence.  This funding from the government can be used to support programs that link schools to community organizations aimed at preventing school violence (Casella 353). In fact, Casella reports that in 1999, three million dollars was given to schools to develop violence prevention programs (Casella 353).  Casella believes that the establishment of more laws will decrease the incidents of school violence (Casella b353).


Similarly, legislators propose that there need to be stricter gun laws with harsher consequences to make students think twice about bringing a gun to school.  According to Richard E. Redding and Sarah M. Shalf, in their article, “The Legal Contexts of School Violence: The Effectiveness of Federal, State, and Local Efforts to Reduce Gun Violence in Schools,” a gun law is currently being proposed. The Violent and Repeat Juvenile Offender Accountability and Rehabilitation Act’s goal is to have strict consequences for juveniles having guns in school.  The law would provide a maximum twenty year sentence for carrying weapons in school zones and adds semiautomatic assault weapons and automatic feeding devices as weapons forbidden for juveniles (Redding and Shalf 297).  It is believed that if legislators provide funding to schools, and input tougher gun control laws, then school violence will be less prevalent.


All in all, the alternatives proposed by those seeking the educator’s approach, the parental approach and the legislative approach are all positive solutions to preventing school violence incidents in the United States. Many believe that profiling is not the best method of prevention , so educators, parents and legislators are seeking other alternatives in keeping America’s schools safe.   It is important for college students to learn about these alternatives because their children’s future in school may be impacted by the preventions put in place today.  

The Effect of Clear Channel Radio

Your eyes blink. You try to stay awake. You can win. You’ve played fair, and you’re reaping in the benefits. You own Boardwalk and Park Place. It’s been a long night, but you’re not going to give up. You will win. However, you’re not playing a board game, you’re listening to the radio. Clear Channel Communications has this oh, so familiar mentality. Awake since 1996, the largest owner and operator of radio stations in the U.S. is playing a competitive game of Monopoly. 

Spending over $30 billion in the past two years, Clear Channel now owns over 1,200 stations (Adler 2002). The next largest competitor, Infinity Broadcasting Corp., owns 183 stations (Anderson & Lowery 2001). The enactment of the 1996 Telecommunications Act deregulated radio, and allowed companies to own as many as 8 stations in one market, a huge change from the previous 40 station per company limit. Since 1996, Clear Channel has been in the public eye--a notorious target of the music industry, business professionals, station owners and citizens who feel radio has changed for the worse. The issue is complicated, as many people desire different outcomes. It is hard to please everyone when agendas are contradictory and needs are conflicting. Clear Channel has changed radio. Whether it is a positive or a negative change lies in the accessibility of recording artists, the ears of the listener, the pockets of Wall Street, and the minds of the reader.


How has Clear Channel Communications changed radio, and why should you be concerned? Music is an important part of our everyday lives. It relaxes us in a traffic jam, it empathizes with our last break up, it pumps us up for a night out on the town, and it helps celebrate the memorable moments. About 75% of students (ages 16-25) surveyed said they discovered new artists by listening to the radio (Berendt 2002). Repetition and commercial overload were the top two complaints. Therefore, radio possesses a huge responsibility in providing quality programming and music selection to its listening audience. 


Clear Channel (C.C.) has stirred up numerous debates. Four main points need to be tackled when thoroughly examining the current practices and changes C.C. has implemented upon radio. Globalizing the product and creating more diversity are two of the positive issues. In contrast, homogenization and monopolization are the concerns.

 

Globalizing the Product

When you’re away from home and want a good meal, you know you can count on McDonald’s to provide that same menu of hamburger goodness. It’s nice to know what to expect, and C.C. believes that KISS FM will provide that same feeling of comfort. In an effort to jump-start this vision, C.C. plans “to create a national KISS brand in which stations share not just logos and promotional bits but also draw from the same pool of on-air talent” (Wilde-Matthews 2002). Randy Michaels, the chief executive of Clear Channel's radio division, says, "A McDonald's manager may get his arms around the local community, but there are certain elements of the product that are constant. You may in some parts of the country get pizza and in some parts of the country get chicken, but the Big Mac is the Big Mac. How we apply those principles to radio we're still figuring out." The globalization of radio allows big, syndicated on-air personalities (like Rush Limbaugh, Howard Stern, etc…) to be experienced by listeners around the country. Voice tracking is a practice used by many stations, where the DJ can pre-record their show in order to make it more precise and clean. Mike Glickenhaus, a Clear Channel vice president in San Diego, argues that voice tracking allows stations in smaller cities to hear these top radio talents at low cost. He said that it's no different than television stations airing Letterman and Jay Leno at 11:30 p.m. because they're better than inexperienced local personalities (Dotinga 2002). This vision is becoming reality, as C.C. now own more than 47 KISS stations in the U.S..

 

Diversity


Because C.C. is so huge, it has the capability of experimenting on a higher level. The FCC (Federal Communications Commision) previously felt that independent owners would contribute to higher diversity. But after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, they state “too many independent owners will go after the ‘greatest common denominator’ of programming to solicit the most advertising, whereas a single owner will purposely create diversity to avoid overlap and cannibalization” (Pomerantz 2002). The founder of C.C., Lowry Mays, is “emphatic in his belief that Clear Channel promotes more, not less, variety in radio programming” (Patoski 2001). Peter Gutmann, a Washington lawyer who defends cases before the FCC, believes, "When you have one party that has lots of stations, it can try niches or more experimental programming” (Pomerantz 2002). Many people have argued that the variety of station formats has decreased since C.C. has ruled the airwaves. Yet, the FCC found in its industry survey of 2001 that while the selection of formats has decreased slightly in larger markets, it increased in the smaller areas (Pomerantz 2002). In Little Rock, Arkansas, the selection has risen from eleven choices to fourteen. In the Atlantic City area it is up from ten to fourteen selections. "There is no question in my mind that the consolidation has increased the diversity of programming," Mays says. "If we were a stand-alone operation, we would not be able to operate in the diverse number of formats that we do today." Mays claims that the success of C.C. is “based on running each of its divisions as a separate entrepreneurial business unit under a centralized financial management umbrella” (Patoski).

 

Homogenization


“I don’t know what it is, but things have changed,” said Marika Krause, a 20-year-old CSU student, responding to what she thinks about radio since 1996. “I turn on the radio and hear the same five songs over and over again.” She also commented on how commercials are “…so annoying, I pretty much just listen to CD’s now.” This seems to be a common complaint among students who were surveyed. Can the blame for this be placed solely on C.C? Of the individuals surveyed, four out of the five most frequently listened to stations were Clear Channel Stations (Berendt 2002). Clear Channel dominates the top 40 format, and controls 60% of rock-radio listening (Boehlert 2002). 
Repetition of songs has been blamed on payola, in which money or goods are exchanged for air-play. Although this is illegal, record companies have found a way to ‘cut the corners’. Indies are hired as middlemen to get stations to play songs. “Indies align themselves with certain radio stations by promising the stations “promotional payments” in the six figures,” (Boehlert 2001). Once a song gets added, the indie gets paid by the record label. Though more than 30,000 CD’s are released each year, national radio playlists are slimming down (Kot 2001). The top stations add around 16-20 songs per week, and spin the top songs more than 85 times each between the hours of 6a.m.-6p.m., Monday through Friday (www.radioandrecords.com/charts/playlist.htm). 


In addition, even though voice tracking saves money, many argue that it takes away the essence and flair of local radio. When DJ’s are syndicated, a listener has no chance of calling and reaching a DJ to request a song. At promotional events, DJ’s aren’t at the remotes (because they might live in another city), and therefore they cannot meet listeners. “The thing that’s going to kill the radio industry completely is that there won’t be any local heroes for kids in college and high school,” said Mike Halloran, program director at San Diego alternative rock station KFSD-FM (Dotinga 2002). However, even if newcomers are inspired, voice-tracking is eliminating jobs, while saving stations money.

 

Monopolization


Clear Channel has played the game well. More competitive than any other company, C.C. has been able to dominate the radio and entertainment industry. “Clear Channel is delivering the goods so effectively,” Mays says, “that those eating its dust are not happy about it,” (Patoski 2001). Clear Channel owns SFX, an entertainment company that hosts concerts and promotional events. Nobody In Particular Presents (NIPP), a Denver concert promoter, recently sued Clear Channel in federal court. NIPP accuses the company of “monopolistic and predatory practices,” including claims that Clear Channel blocks other concert promoters from properly publicizing their shows on Clear Channel’s radio stations (Anderson 2001). Jesse Morreale, owner of NIPP, said he bought radio ads for the Warped Tour to run on KTCL (Clear Channel), but the station ran the spots at the wrong times or not at all. He said he tried to promote the show with an on-air ticket giveaway but claims the station gave the tickets to its employees. Morreale is not the only one having problems with Clear Channel. They are the nation’s number one radio chain, billboard owner, venue operator, and concert promoter. The company receives $5.3 billion in annual revenues, has operations in 63 countries, including some 1,200 radio stations, 19 TV stations, 770,000 outdoor ad displays, and 135 live-entertainment venues (Anderson 2001). The mom-and-pop stations just can’t compete on the same level. They don’t have the personnel, the money, and the force to contest the Clear Channel Boardwalk and Park Place.

 

Conclusion


Monopoly: it’s a game most love to play. And at the end a winner is a winner, and the competitors are left broke. Is C.C. creating a globally diversified product or a homogenous, monopolistic corporation? It’s a complicated issue, and a complicated game. But it’s going to be a really long night before somebody gives up and somebody actually wins. 
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